578	THE LAW OF MOVABLES
Essential     The proper law to govern the essential validity of a dis-
VaaU obtod Position ^suiting from the exercise of a power of appointment
*SntGMstB depends upon whether the power is general or special. The
Special effect of the appointment in the case of a special power is
powers Determined by the legal system to which the instrument that
created the power is subject, for, since the appointor is merely
the agent through whom the donor of the power designates the
beneficiaries, the latter take under the instrument of creation.
'But the power in this case is a special power, and the execution of
such a power does not bring the appointed property into the will of the
appointor at all, but operates as a nomination of the persons whose
names are to be inserted in the settlement as entitled in remainder in
lieu of the power of appointment. There is therefore no disposition
of property belonging to the testatrix.'1
In the case in which these words were spoken:
A domiciled Frenchwoman, who had a special power of appointment
given by an English settlement, was held capable of exercising it in a
manner which was incompatible with the French doctrine of com-
munity.
General     The Court of Appeal, however, in In re Pryce2 held that,
P°Wtwo s^nce the donee of a general power is entitled to dispose of the
conflicting property as if it were his own, the operation and effect of his
decisions appointment must be determined by the law that governs the
will by which he exercises the power, i.e. by the law of his last
domicil.
in re Pryce     The facts of the case were as follows:
An English lady, who married a Dutchman and became domiciled
in Holland, was entitled under the will of her father to a general
power of appointment over funds in England. In the circumstances
that had occurred, her power of disposition was limited by Dutch law
to seven-eighths of her own property, one-eighth being reserved for her
mother. By her will, which was subject to Dutch law, she appointed
her husband sole heir of such of her property as lay within her power
of disposition. According to the expert evidence, Dutch law agreed with
English law in this respect, that the bequest made the appointed fund
part of the testatrix's own property.
It was held that Dutch law governed the essential validity of
the appointment and that therefore the husband was entitled to
only seven-eighths of the property,
1 Pouey v. Harden, (1900] i Ch. 492, 494, per Farwell J.
z [i 911] 2 Ch. 2 86. To the same effect, In re LewaPs Settlement Trusts^ [1918]
a CK. 391.

